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OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

Patrick A. Heller, Industry Issues Advisor, National Coin & Bullion Association 

Allen Rowe, Owner, Northern Nevada Coin, Carson City, Nevada 

Shellie Hughes, Executive Director, Department of Taxation 

Janine Hansen, State Chairman, Independent American Party 

Maddox Gallant, Private Citizen 

Jim DeGraffenreid, National Committeeman, Nevada Republican Party 

Fred Holabird, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada 

Michael Ryan, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada 

Tomas Hammond, representing Nevada Realtors 

Becky Dutro, Government Affairs Analyst, Nevada Taxpayers Association 
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Olivia L. Spears, Senior Staff Counsel, Government Affairs, Asurion 

Jesse A. Wadhams, Attorney, Black & Wadhams Attorneys at Law 
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Association of Nevada 

 

Chair Backus: 

[Roll was taken. Committee rules and protocol were reviewed.] Tonight's agenda includes 

three bills. We have Assembly Bill 359, which proposes to exempt sales of certain coins, 

currency, and bullion from sales and use taxes and analogous taxes upon approval by the 

voters. We have Assembly Bill 377, which revises provisions relating to property, and 

Assembly Bill 403, which proposes to exempt from sales and use taxes the amount of an 

allowance against the selling price given by a retailer for the value of a used portable 

electronic taken in trade on the purchase of another portable electronic.  

 

More than likely, depending on Assemblymember Torres-Fossett's schedule in the 

Committee on Education, we will start tonight with Assembly Bill 359, go to Assembly 

Bill 403, and then conclude with Assembly Bill 377. Hopefully we will not have to limit any 

of our testimony in support, opposition, or neutral, but if the hearings are going long, we may 

need to limit that depending on the bill. I will now open the hearing for Assembly Bill 359. 

 

Assembly Bill 359: Proposes to exempt sales of certain coins, currency and bullion 

from sales and use taxes and analogous taxes upon approval by the voters. 

(BDR 32-147) 

 

Assemblymember Danielle Gallant, Assembly District No. 23: 

First of all, I have different presenters today because, unfortunately, the Honorable 

Ron Knecht, who testified in the commerce tax hearing that we had on Tuesday, had an 

unfortunate accident leaving the building and is now in the hospital. Hopefully he is 

watching because the Internet is working in the hospital. We wish him a very swift recovery, 

and we miss him today.  

 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/83rd2025/Bill/12468/Overview/
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I have Patrick Heller with me today, who is the industry issues advisor for the National 

Coin & Bullion Association, and Allen Rowe, who is also going to be assisting. He is the 

owner-operator for the Northern Nevada Coin, which is right down the street and a small 

business here in quaint little Carson City.  

 

Mr. Knecht asked me to carry this bill for him, and he has been a wealth of knowledge over 

the last couple of years. I was happy to do this on his behalf, and I had no idea that there 

would be so much support within the community for a bill like this. Through my research, 

one of the things that I found very interesting is that there have been opposing opinions about 

whether coins, collector coins, or bullion should be taxed. Our state has sort of flip-flopped 

on regulations on taxing or not taxing, so it has been up for interpretation. This summer, the 

Legislative Counsel Bureau Fiscal Division was actually hoping for some clarity on this.  

 

One of the things that I was not expecting when I got this was that this was actually going to 

be a ballot question. I probably should have put two and two together. Essentially, what this 

will do is put it to the voters to decide whether they want to exempt certain coins, currency, 

and bullion from the Sales and Use Tax Act of 1955. This would have to go on the ballot, 

and if it passes, it would be implemented in January of 2027.  

 

I am going to ask people who are more knowledgeable and smarter on this subject matter 

than myself—Mr. Heller, would you like to take over?  

 

Patrick A. Heller, Industry Issues Advisor, National Coin & Bullion Association: 

Heller happens to be a monetary unit that circulated in Europe for hundreds of years. I am a 

former certified public accountant, and I am also continuing my forty-fourth year as a coin 

dealer with extensive experience in analyzing the impact of precious metals and coin sales 

tax exemptions. I support Assembly Bill 359, which would exempt retail sales of precious 

metals, bullion, coins, and currency in Nevada from sales and use taxes. This exemption is a 

cost-effective strategy that can stimulate economic growth, as has happened elsewhere, 

potentially increasing overall tax revenue, even though this is a tax exemption.  

 

When Michigan adopted a similar exemption in 1999, the legislature, fiscal agencies, and 

treasury all used my calculation for the fiscal note. I predicted, on a dynamic analysis, there 

would be an increase in net tax collections; I later documented that the actual increase in state 

tax collections was about double what I had forecasted. I predicted the net increase would be 

about $1 million and it ended up being about $2 million a year. The experience led to my 

involvement in helping 21 other states pass and enact similar exemptions. The evidence 

consistently shows these exemptions create jobs and generate positive economic activity. 

 

In previous testimonies in other states, I have been asked about three key points. The first one 

is the fairness of such an exemption. Precious metals and coins differ from other tangible 

assets because they are not consumed. Sales and use tax is a consumption tax. They [precious 

metals] are capital assets acquired for investment and hobby purposes with sales reported to 

the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) so people can put them on their income tax returns when 
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they sell them. As a result, taxing them is inconsistent with the intent of sales tax, which is 

designed to tax consumption.  

 

Additionally, many affluent investors already avoid Nevada sales tax by purchasing metals 

from dealers in one of the 40 other states that have adopted legislation with similar 

exemptions or using depositories in states like Delaware; they can buy shares in 

exchange-traded funds; they can buy commodity futures contracts; or they can buy ingots 

stored on the vault floors in The Perth Mint in Australia, the Royal Canadian Mint, or 

The Royal Mint in England without adopting this similar exemption. Less affluent investors 

do not have the advantage of making such purchases.  

 

Second, why draw the line at precious metals? There are people who say, Well, you could 

buy stamps, jewelry, antiques for an investment; but the exemption for precious metals and 

money aligns with federal policy permitting individual retirement accounts to hold precious 

metals and coins but not other tangible assets like art or antiques.  

 

As I said, 40 states have adopted similar exemptions, but they have not adopted exemptions 

for stamps or gems. This would also align, as Assemblymember Gallant said, with 

neighboring states like California, Arizona, Utah, and Idaho—which have adopted 

exemptions—and Oregon, which has no state sales tax. Investment firms have created 

investment funds specifically for coins and metals, but no funds exist for other collectibles. 

As I said, the IRS requires dealers making purchases from the public to file form 1099-B 

when they buy certain forms of bullion because they are investments, not consumable goods.  

 

The economic impact of the exemption, which Allen Rowe can also support with his own 

experience, most fiscal policy statements do a static tax analysis saying, If we establish a 

sales tax exemption, how much tax collections will we lose, but they do not look at what the 

economic changes are that have other influences on taxes.  

 

When Michigan adopted its exemption in 1999, industry employment doubled, 

conservatively, and payrolls increased 800 percent. The Michigan Treasury did a study that 

said 38.5 percent of payrolls are spent on merchandise that Michigan sales tax is collected 

on. In Michigan, in effect, about 2 percent of payrolls represents an increase in sales tax 

collections.  

 

In addition, when you have more traffic in your stores, coin dealers also sell more 

merchandise on which sales tax is still collected, such as antiques, jewelry, hobby supplies, 

and other collectibles. Coin dealers increase advertising—local advertising—which 

stimulates the economy, and states with exemptions also have a greater number of coin 

shows, and greater attendance at coin shows, bringing business to the hospitality industry.  

 

In my own company's experience, before we had the sales tax exemption, only about 

1 percent of our annual sales were for transactions of $5,000 or more. Afterwards, 94 percent 

of our sales are for transactions of $5,000 or more. You could do the same, bringing more 

business to Nevada, rather than having them deal out of state.  
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Who would benefit from the exemption? Nevada consumers would be better protected by 

dealing with local businesses face-to-face, rather than with distant or online sellers. 

Small-scale investors would gain improved access to tax-free purchases. We have a number 

of customers in our store who come in every payday and buy a couple ounces of silver. It is a 

small amount, but that is what they can afford. Nevada businesses would experience growth 

in both precious metal sales and other taxable merchandise, jewelry, collectibles, and 

antiques being among them. Increased employment in the coin-dealing sector would increase 

purchases by the employees, generating more Nevada sales tax.  

 

In conclusion, this exemption would support Nevada residents, businesses, and the State 

government, while leveling the playing field for smaller investors who cannot easily arrange 

tax-free purchases through depositories or exchange-traded funds. I urge you to support 

Assembly Bill 359. [Mr. Heller also submitted written testimony, Exhibit C.] 

 

Allen Rowe, Owner, Northern Nevada Coin, Carson City, Nevada: 

I am owner of Northern Nevada Coin here in Carson City. We actually have three locations. 

We incorporated in Nevada in 1993, so I have been around the coin industry for quite some 

time. In experience, a lot of that, I have attended shows around the country. That is part of 

our ensemble of what we do for business.  

 

As far as local business goes, in 2008, we took over the store here in Carson City. That is 

when I endeavored into retail sales in Nevada. An experience in there: we had a tough time 

selling bullion into Nevada because we used to have sales tax on bullion. In 2011, the 

exemption came in, and it was enacted in 2012. From that point on, our sales of bullion grew 

about 44 times what it used to be.  

 

We have expanded from 1 store and 8 employees to 3 stores and 38 employees. Just the 

economic impact of having that tax burden off of bullion has increased business 

tremendously here for us. With the advent of the interpretation of the law, which was what 

was happening with the tax department last year, it just shows us we need to move forward 

with clarifying this, because the spirit of the law was to take that tax away from bullion.  

 

Now, we are also asking to take away the tax from rare coins because rare coins offer another 

alternative investment. When I say a lot of our old $20 gold coins, which were made as 

commerce vehicles back in those days, they were like a $20 bill, but they were made of gold 

because we are on the gold standard. A lot of those coins are traded now at very close to 

bullion levels. Here in Nevada, they have to be taxed. When you do that, you take away an 

alternative form of investment from people looking to invest in gold.  

 

As Mr. Heller said, there are 40 other states that have exemptions and 5 that have no sales 

tax, period, but every other state that borders us has exemptions on rare coins, meaning all of 

our constituents here can drive to California, Arizona, Oregon, Utah, or Idaho and they can 

purchase these coins without tax liabilities. As personal testimony, some of our largest 

customers here, when they do purchase rare coins from us, they do not take delivery in the 

state of Nevada. They have it shipped to another home in a different state, or they attend the 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523C.pdf
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shows and pick up their materials there. We are not gaining tax revenue by taxing this. The 

only people who are getting hurt, as Mr. Heller was saying, are the people who cannot afford 

to travel to purchase their coins or do not have ways of storing them in other states.  

 

It is important that we take the tax off of rare coins, bullion, and paper money in this bill. We 

support A.B. 359.  

 

Chair Backus: 

We will go to member questions, but Mr. Rowe, I am curious, because I am not as savvy in 

this area, but when you are talking about rare coins, how are the rare coins once used for 

currency compared to two different coins that I have gotten this session? My Speaker gave 

me a really cute coin that he signed the back of and affixed to another gift; and here in the 

building each session, the old mint mints coins that we have, and some are actually precious 

metals, silver, and then others are nonprecious that are used for gift items. Can you clarify, 

what is that intent of that coin?  

 

Allen Rowe: 

Absolutely, you are asking about legal tender. Coins were made as currency, as legal tender, 

so when you are talking about an old coin, such as Carson City dollars—we had silver dollars 

that were made here in Carson City—those were made as a $1 piece, just like you have a 

$1 bill in your pocket today. The difference is our standards were in gold, silver, and copper 

in the old days. We also had nickel coins. Now those precious metals add to it. Conversely, 

coins, like what the Carson City mint is making now, are technically medals or medallions. 

Those were never made as legal tender, but a lot of those are made for use of their metal 

values.  

 

Ironically, here in Carson City, we are probably responsible for the minting of the Morgan 

silver dollar, due to the Bland-Allison Act of 1878, in which all the silver coming out of the 

Comstock Lode, the government was asked to make into silver dollars. That was basically 

the embornment [sic] of our silver dollars.  

 

Assemblymember Gallant: 

We have some examples if you would like to see them. [Assemblymember Gallant held up 

packaged coins, Exhibit D.] Do not steal them; they are Maddox's. 

 

Chair Backus: 

I understand then, in response to the question I asked you, the things that are not made for 

legal tender, you are referring to those as medallions as opposed to a rare coin.  

 

Allen Rowe: 

Yes. The mint was used to make medals as well. We made things such as Indian peace 

medals and medals for presidencies and their inaugurations. A lot of those are highly 

collectible these days as well, and a lot of people make investments in those. Some of the 

Indian medals that were made in the early years for peace treaties, et cetera, bring thousands 

upon thousands of dollars.  

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523D.pdf
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Their investment purpose on that is, people purchase them and say, I am going to buy this 

because I think it is going to be worth more in the future. As Mr. Heller was saying earlier, 

these are not being consumed, they are not being used, they are not being walked around and 

played with. These are items that are being purchased, stored, and then sold again in the 

future for, hopefully, a profit.  

 

Assemblymember Goulding: 

Do you know what the annual state revenue is for each one of the three categories: coins, 

currency, and bullion? I do not know if you split out the currency from the coins, but can you 

give us some idea of what the scope is with which we are dealing? 

 

Patrick Heller: 

In 2016, the National Coin & Bullion Association did a national coin dealer survey. They 

found that the average dealer, in a state where they had to charge sales tax, had about 

$104,000 in annual sales in coins and precious metals, and you multiply that by the number 

of coin dealers to get an approximate idea of that. In states with complete or partial sales tax 

exemptions, the average sales volume of coins and precious metals was over a million dollars 

annually. I believe the out-of-state retail sales from dealers in states with exemptions were 

also two to three times higher than dealers in states that had to charge sales tax locally. Also, 

attendance at coin shows was overwhelmingly higher in states that had sales tax exemptions.  

 

Assemblymember Goulding: 

So how many coin dealers do we have in Nevada? If we were trying to gauge, you said in a 

state that charges sales tax on rare coins, the average is $104,000 per dealer, right? How 

many dealers do we have?  

 

Allen Rowe: 

I am just going to guesstimate how many dealers we have here. I know we have three 

separate entities here in Carson, I believe there are three separate entities in Reno, and 

Las Vegas has about a dozen that are strictly coin dealers. This also affects things such as 

pawn shops and some of the other buy-sell places that deal with coins.  

 

Another thing to point out, on the revenue that Mr. Heller was saying for coin shows, I attend 

coin shows quite regularly. I have attended probably seven or eight already this year, one of 

those being in Las Vegas, and by attending coin shows in states where we collect tax, such as 

Las Vegas, the sales are pretty abysmal there. We have very few people who are purchasing 

coins there. A lot of times I will hear from customers, I do not want to purchase it if I have to 

pay tax. Some of our sales that we make at those coin shows, we actually tell them, We will 

ship it to you when you get back home to Arizona. We will make the sale at the show, we 

will ship it to them in Arizona, or ship it to them in California, so sales tax does not apply. 

They are just shipping it home.  

 

What we have conversely, in Long Beach there is a show that has been there three times a 

year for the last 60 years. At those shows, the sales are usually quite large because they have 

the tax freedom there. Now, ironically, Long Beach is faltering now, not due to the fact that 
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they have a tough economic road with coins there, but rather the costs of the convention 

centers are up, the crime rates are up, et cetera. The unfriendly California businesses, where 

you have to register your business in that state if you are there too many days, et cetera, has 

prevented a lot of dealers from coming there. So that show is looking for a new home, and it 

has already canceled their shows for June and for September this year.  

 

That gives Nevada an opportunity to attract something like that. Las Vegas is a perfect 

convention center place to bring in huge conventions, such as our American Numismatic 

Association (ANA) that Mr. Heller mentioned. I know Reno was considered by the ANA 

convention a few years ago and one of my friends who was on the board of the ANA said, 

We would not go there because they had sales tax. Instead, I think they went to 

Atlanta, Georgia or Charlotte, North Carolina that year. 

 

We are losing out on the potential show revenues there. When my company travels there, we 

will take four to five people, which ends up being, I think, between 16 and 25 hotel nights 

and about 40 to 90 meals, depending on how long we are there. Those are all revenues that 

are coming into that state while we are there and while we are conducting business in those 

states. We are just 1 of maybe 100 companies or 500 companies that are going there. By 

bringing those types of conventions to Nevada, we can increase our tax rates quite a bit, just 

through hospitalities and meals, Lyft rides, Uber rides, taxi rides, airport taxes, not to 

mention, a lot of the coin dealers like to gamble. I am sure they would be on the casino floors 

as well. 

 

Assemblymember Gray: 

I have a question for either you, or Assemblymember Gallant, or Mr. Nakamoto. Why is 

there no fiscal note on this? I am happy to see there is not one, but the Department of 

Taxation did not even put a fiscal note on it.  

 

Allen Rowe: 

One of the things that I can say, personally for my business, is we sell a tremendous volume 

of coins, but a lot of the volumes of coins that we sell, we ship out of state. We do at 

conventions in other states, et cetera. We have the freedom to deliver bullion in Nevada 

without sales tax. We do a tremendous amount of that business here, so there is not a tax 

impact with that. As far as the rare coins go, last year it was somewhere around $30 million 

of rare coins that went to other states and were not sold here.  

 

Assemblymember Gallant:  

We have the Department of Taxation here if you would like. I can phone a friend if you do 

not mind. 

 

Shellie Hughes, Executive Director, Department of Taxation: 

We did not put a fiscal note on this bill because, currently, we are not taxing the sale of 

bullion. We were in the process of notifying the industry that we were going to begin taxing 

it based on advice from our deputy attorney general in the Office of the Attorney General. 

When that happened, industry was very concerned we were going to initiate the regulation 
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process to get this addressed in regulation. Then this bill came about, so we have that on hold 

right now. 

 

It would not be an impact to the Department of Taxation. In our fiscal note, we did put there 

could be an impact to the State, but we could not determine that.  

 

Assemblymember Gray: 

That elicited the response I was looking for. I am glad we got that on the record. It is a good 

bill, and I was happy to be a part of it.  

 

[Exhibit E was submitted but not discussed and will become part of the record.] 

 

Chair Backus: 

I think we are all done with questions. For the presenters, because this probably is not your 

normal space, you can retake your seats so we can invite up anyone wishing to give 

testimony in support of Assembly Bill 359 this evening.  

 

Those wishing to give support here in Carson City, please make your way up to the dais as 

the others are leaving. We just ask that you try to keep it around two minutes.  

 

Janine Hansen, State Chairman, Independent American Party: 

I did not get to hear all of the presentation because I was in another committee. The 

Independent American Party has always supported hard money and precious metals, and we 

are glad to be able to support this today.  

 

There are only about five states that I could find—Maine, New Mexico, Vermont, Hawaii, 

and Nevada—that have laws to tax precious metals. Precious metals are usually an 

investment, so this does not seem to make a lot of sense.  

 

Years ago, my brother—he is gone now, he was killed in an accident on Golconda Summit—

used to go over to California, we had property over there with my family, to order his 

precious metals because they did not have tax. I think that is what happens to many local 

businesses here; as they testified, those people go elsewhere to get those precious metals.  

 

I think we want to keep that business here, and it would be wonderful if we could have the 

coin shows. I think it is a great thing for the Silver State to have a very positive and friendly 

attitude towards precious metals. We certainly support this bill and hope that you will pass it.  

 

Maddox Gallant, Private Citizen: 

[Read from written testimony, Exhibit F.] The reason I am here is to testify for a bill about 

coins. I collect a lot of things like seashells, rocks, and coins, which is why I am here. I want 

to testify for this bill so that I do not have to pay sales tax for the gold coins that I collect. 

I want to pay the exact price for the coins. I would not like to pay extra for that same coin. 

That means I have to do a lot more chores to pay for the coins because of sales tax. People 

who buy coins, like me, would be happier if they did not have to pay sales tax for their coins.  

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523E.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523F.pdf
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Jim DeGraffenreid, National Committeeman, Nevada Republican Party: 

I am here today in support of A.B. 359 on behalf of the Nevada Republican Party. I would 

first like to ditto the very good comments from Mr. Gallant. Our platform states we support a 

free market economy. We support lower taxes and fees, and a reduction in the scope of 

government at all levels.  

 

Coins, currency, and bullion made from precious metals, as defined in sections 4 and 10 of 

this bill, do meet the definition of tangible personal property. However, while they fit the 

description, they are actually investments, not consumer goods. As investment items, they are 

subject to capital gains taxes when sold. Taxing them as both investments and personal 

property results in double taxation. As has been mentioned, the vast majority of states have 

exemptions in place for their sales tax laws on coins and bullion, including our neighboring 

states. By enacting the same fair, commonsense provisions into our laws as they have, we can 

support Nevada businesses by not giving buyers motivation to take their business out of state.  

 

We appreciate the Assemblymembers bringing this bill forward, and we urge the Committee 

to support this bill and give voters the opportunity to vote on increasing the fairness of the 

tax system.  

 

Fred Holabird, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada: 

I have been in the precious metals business for 49 years. I am one of two key people on all of 

the great gold treasures found in America, including the Atocha, the S.S. Central America, 

and the S.S. Republic. I have a multidecade career in gold mining, having managed two gold 

mines here in Nevada and was responsible for the discovery of five producing, open-pit gold 

mines here in Nevada. Along the way, I created a second business in Americana. The reason 

for it was because precious metals are at the base of our very history. We were lucky enough 

to discover the original Grosh Brothers letters, which of course are now held by the State. 

I own an auction company that has been in business since 1983.  

 

Mr. Heller's comments were right on the money—exactly. People want to buy stuff, 

whatever it is, they want to sell stuff, they want to sell their family collections, they want to 

buy the equivalent, and start doing something. We lose business in Nevada when we have to 

charge sales tax on coins and bullion, but in my business, you get to see it directly, as 

opposed to some of the other businesses because we sell everything. Cross-marketing has 

been our business for almost 50 years, and it is major. They run the other direction when they 

have to pay sales tax on rare coins. We get them, but as Mr. Rowe pointed out, we would 

probably get ten times more if we did not charge sales tax. They buy other stuff at the same 

time. It is never just coins. This is very important because it brings in huge income into the 

state of Nevada and a lot of money spent here. Mr. Heller was right on the money. I do not 

need to discuss that further.  

 

Also, Mr. Rowe brought up the subject of shows. It sounds like it might be a small thing, 

perhaps, to some of you. It is not a small thing. The big shows do not only millions, but 

hundreds of millions at a time. If the Long Beach show shifted to Las Vegas or Reno with no 

tax on coins, the world will open up. It will open up for revenue to this state like you have 
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never seen for coins. The reason is our entertainment industry, which backs the major three 

towns in the state, including Elko. It is a big deal if a show like that moved, with 

1,000 dealers or even 500 dealers, to Nevada with no tax on coins, look out. You are going to 

fill all the hotel rooms; you are going to do everything Mr. Rowe talked about and more.  

 

It is a big deal. I support this bill. I am going to answer any questions you might have. I had 

to give you my background first so that you understood that I am a very serious professional 

in the precious metals business.  

 

Chair Backus: 

I do not think we are going to ask any questions. We appreciate your willingness to do that.  

 

Is there anyone in Las Vegas wishing to give testimony in support of Assembly Bill 359? 

[There was no one.] Is there anyone on the phone lines wishing to give testimony in support 

of Assembly Bill 359?  

 

Michael Ryan, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada: 

I am a long-time resident of Nevada and a Marine Corps veteran. Assembly Bill 359 is a 

smart economic policy that supports financial independence, protects against inflation, and 

promotes investment in stable, reliable stores of value. Precious metals have long been a 

hedge against economic uncertainty, and removing unnecessary tax burdens will give 

Nevadans greater opportunities to secure their financial futures. It is a win for small business 

owners, investors, and collectors alike.  

 

At a time when inflation and economic uncertainty remains high, A.B. 359 provides 

meaningful relief and encourages small financial planning. Please vote yes on A.B. 359 and 

give voters the opportunity to approve this important tax reform.  

 

[Exhibit G and Exhibit H were submitted but not discussed and will become part of the 

record.] 

 

Chair Backus: 

Next, we will take testimony in opposition of Assembly Bill 359. Is there anyone wishing to 

give testimony in opposition to Assembly Bill 359? [There was no one.] We will move to 

neutral testimony. Is there anyone wishing to give testimony in neutral on 

Assembly Bill 359? [There was no one.]  

 

[Exhibit I was submitted but not discussed and will become part of the record.] 

 

I am happy to invite the bill sponsor back up to the dais to give any closing remarks.  

 

Assemblymember Gallant: 

Just want to say thank you very much for everybody's questions and time and indulging us on 

this journey of rare coins.  

 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523G.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523H.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523I.pdf
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[The Committee recessed at 4:44 p.m. and reconvened at 4:45 p.m.] 

 

Chair Backus: 

We are going to take our bills out of order because as I understand, Education is just 

wrapping up. We will open the hearing on Assembly Bill 377. We welcome 

Assemblymember Gallant back to the dais to present Assembly Bill 377.  

 

Assembly Bill 377: Revises provisions relating to real property. (BDR 32-923) 

 

Assemblymember Danielle Gallant, Assembly District No. 23: 

Assembly Bill 377 was something I tried to work on last session, but in a different way. This 

time around we decided to go ahead and change the process, so we simplify it for everyone. 

For those of us in Clark County—I am not sure if you remember—a couple of years ago, 

there was a glitch in the system and all of these homeowners who are owner-occupied got 

defaulted up to that 8 percent. Rentals are taxed at 8 percent, or capped at 8 percent, 

owner-occupied are at 3 percent. We had a lot of people who were very upset about it and, 

partly, it is because the process was somewhat flawed.  

 

What was happening was every time there was an ownership change on a property, you 

would get a letter or a postcard, and the homeowner or the constituent was supposed to know 

that this random little postcard was really important. They were supposed to fill it out and 

say, This is my primary home or this is a rental and, by the way, I am renting it for X amount 

of dollars, and then mail it back to the assessors. Sometimes it was getting lost in the mail. If 

they did not actually get that postcard back, that property was automatically defaulted to 

8 percent. I knew there was an issue here we needed to address. 

 

It was Assemblymember Richard Perkins, the Speaker at the time, who orchestrated and 

helped implement this. I call it bifurcated, but it is really trifurcated, because we have the 

owner-occupied versus the rental plus the land. I do not envy our assessors. They are really 

good people. He and I have talked over the last year, and I wanted to give him forewarning. 

He agreed there was a certain amount of the process that could be fixed.  

 

In working with Nevada Association of Counties (NACO), they have been amazing over the 

last couple of years, and with my real estate background, I figured, why do we not just add it 

to the form when we record a home and on the declaration page? You just check a box, and 

there is no more mailing out postcards and the additional cost for the various cities. Let us 

just let the homeowner check off that box saying whether it is going to be owner-occupied or 

whether it is going to be a rental.  

 

Frankly, when you purchase a house, you have to let the lender know what the intent of the 

property is going to be as well, because it changes the interest rate of the loan and how much 

you actually have to put down. It is almost already part of the process. That is essentially 

what this bill would do, change the declaration value form to add this additional check box.  

 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/83rd2025/Bill/12519/Overview/


Assembly Committee on Revenue 
March 20, 2025 
Page 13 
 

Shellie Hughes, with the Department of Taxation, is here if you have any questions. They 

would be responsible for overseeing what that form change would look like. I also have a 

friendly amendment from NACO as well [Exhibit J], which would change the Nevada 

Administrative Code so they could utilize that recording. It is a procedural change to make 

things much easier for them. I am happy to take any questions.  

 

Chair Backus: 

When you say "that form," are you talking about the Declaration of Value that is filed any 

time there may be a transfer, or anything like that, that takes place with the property? As 

simple as even exempt transfers, if I am going to take the property and transfer it for myself 

to my trust? Is that the form you are talking about, and everyone is agreeing to?  

 

Assemblymember Gallant:  

Yes, that is exactly the form I am talking about. Perfect example. I just went through that this 

summer. We decided to move and make our home in Henderson a rental and quitclaim that 

into a limited liability company. That triggered with the assessors, and I got dozens of letters 

from them. I was looking at all this postage, and if we had just checked that box, then the 

process would have been internal and streamlined. Yes, every time there is an ownership 

change, it would be part of the recording on your Declaration of Value.  

 

Chair Backus: 

Members, do we have any questions for Assemblymember Gallant?  

 

Assemblymember Nguyen: 

We are on the same boat on this part, where I did not remember the forms because when you 

are up here in Carson City for a few months, you just do not check your mail. Then 

six months later you miss the deadline. Do we add a process to be able to do it online?  

 

Assemblymember Gallant: 

In part of recording there needs to be notary that happens. It helps reduce fraud. At this point 

in time, I have to say, probably not until maybe in the future when we figure out blockchain, 

like our Secretary of State is trying to work out. I just do not think we are ready for that yet.  

 

Assemblymember Nguyen: 

I am looking at the phone-a-friend folks in the back. Do they have a different answer? [The 

Executive Director of Department of Taxation did not have a different answer.]  

 

Chair Backus:  

I am going to make one comment for the record because I had the opportunity, obviously, to 

talk to Assemblymember Gallant about her bill before, but I just realized something. If the 

counties come up, maybe in neutral, they could opine on it.  

 

One of the challenges you are addressing right now is any future transfers of property. 

I realized when Assemblymember Nguyen talked about those wonderful postcards that we all 

receive each year asking property owners if they want to exercise their option to take their 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523J.pdf
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abatement, which they can if it is their primary residence, we do that, but we may have to 

look to some alternative—maybe an amendment or something—for those that it is not a 

primary address right now. That may be where the form option comes into play.  

 

I am not sure what could be done there, but I think that is the big point of your goal. 

I remember your bill last session, a lot of the individuals, where their house is their primary 

residence, had to make sure they are getting the proper abatement of 3 percent as opposed to 

automatically being set at the 8 percent. 

 

Assemblymember Gallant: 

Because the media did such a great job covering this, particularly in Clark and Washoe 

Counties, a lot of homeowners became very aware of the issue and were checking. Last time 

I wanted to be able to have the counties give a credit back to the homeowners for the year 

prior because it was not their fault, but unfortunately, that died over in the Senate. It was not 

our fault. Currently, as it stands, if you catch it in this current tax year, they will reimburse 

you for any overcharges.  

 

Chair Backus: 

Members, do we have any other questions for Assemblymember Gallant? [There were none.] 

We can go ahead and welcome anyone here in Carson City wishing to give testimony in 

support of Assembly Bill 377.  

 

Tomas Hammond, representing Nevada Realtors: 

This bill simplifies the process for property owners to claim the property tax abatements for 

their primary residence when transferring property. It requires the Nevada Tax Commission 

to add a section to the Declaration of Value form allowing owners of primary residences to 

easily claim abatements. The change will reduce the burden on homeowners who may miss 

the form in the mail and make the process more efficient and accessible. I strongly urge you 

to support A.B. 377.  

 

Chair Backus: 

We will go to Las Vegas. I do not think we have anybody in Las Vegas wishing to give 

testimony in support of Assembly Bill 377. Do we have anyone on the phone lines wishing to 

give testimony in support of Assembly Bill 377? [There was no one.] 

 

[A letter in support was submitted by Azim Jessa, Exhibit K.]  

 

We will come back to Carson City to take testimony in opposition to Assembly Bill 377. 

[There was none.] We will go back to Las Vegas. I do not see anyone in Las Vegas wishing 

to give testimony in opposition to Assembly Bill 377. Is there anyone on the phone lines 

wishing to give testimony in opposition to Assembly Bill 377? [There was no one.] 

 

We will move to testimony in neutral here in Carson City.  
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Becky Dutro, Government Affairs Analyst, Nevada Taxpayers Association: 

We feel this is a helpful bill that advises people of their tax rights, specifically property tax 

abatement eligibility, and makes the process more seamless and efficient, specifically with 

the proposed amendment by NACO. It will correct an existing issue caused when there is a 

title transfer of property, and a taxpayer does not know they must be proactive to ensure their 

property tax cap abatement percentage has been correctly applied; and it is beneficial to all 

taxpayers.  

 

Vinson Guthreau, Executive Director, Nevada Association of Counties: 

We are neutral on the bill. It is our amendment that we put forward. We actually presented 

that on behalf of the assessors just to clean up some language. It is conceptual because it 

touches a few Nevada Revised Statutes. I am sorry for the formatting of it, but I wanted to 

answer any questions, if there were any, from the Committee. 

 

Since that form would then be sent from the recorder's office, an already existing mechanism, 

to the assessor's office, they just wanted to clean that up and make it streamlined, should the 

bill pass. If you have any questions, I am happy to answer them if I can.  

 

Chair Backus: 

I do have a question. I think the bill does a lot going forward to save our counties a lot of 

money in sending out those postcards each year, but is the anticipation that there would be 

one more round of postcards and then those individuals claiming the abatement would be 

grandfathered in? I do not have your amendment in front of me, so I am not sure if this was 

addressed in there. How are we going to regulate that? 

 

Vinson Guthreau: 

I do not speak for the procedures at the assessors, but I can give some general guidance on 

this. One, we encourage property owners to look at their property tax bill if they feel like 

they are being charged—because it is hard for us to claw back, and we do not have that 

mechanism. We realize this is moving forward. To clarify this, I do not have a solution there. 

I can follow up with the Committee offline to see if there is a solution and what they 

anticipate for maybe one more round. I do not have an answer to your question today, but 

I am happy to take that offline with you.  

 

Chair Backus: 

That would be perfect, thank you so much. Any other members have questions for 

Mr. Guthreau? [There was no one.] With that, we can go to Las Vegas for testimony in 

neutral to Assembly Bill 377. [There was no one.] Is there anyone on the phone lines wishing 

to give testimony in neutral to Assembly Bill 377? [There was no one.] 

 

The Assemblymember is going to waive any closing remarks and with that, I can close the 

hearing on Assembly Bill 377. We can move to our next bill, which is Assembly Bill 403. 

I will formally open up the hearing on Assembly Bill 403 and welcome up 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett and her guest presenters.  
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Assembly Bill 403: Proposes to exempt from sales and use taxes the amount of any 

allowance against the selling price given by a retailer for the value of a used 

portable electronic taken in trade on the purchase of another portable electronic. 

(BDR 32-565) 

 

Assemblymember Selena Torres-Fossett, Assembly District No. 3: 

It is my pleasure to present A.B. 403 before you today. The bill proposes to exempt the 

trade-in value of used portable electronics from sales and use taxes. I am here with 

Jesse Wadhams from Black & Wadhams Attorneys at Law, and Olivia Spears, legal counsel 

for Asurion. I will first provide some background information for the bill, then I will pass it 

over to Ms. Spears to provide context for the retail technology industry, and close with a 

walk-through of the sections of the bill.  

 

Some background information to begin with: Many Nevadans will experience the process of 

buying costly products, such as a car or cell phone, to make their daily lives more 

convenient. In fact, I would argue that in today's society, cell phones are not just a 

convenience, but a necessity. Imagine trying to get through your day without a cell phone. 

I am guilty of checking my phone multiple times a day. I will be honest, I think I have only 

been alive in a generation with cell phones, so I cannot remember a day before they existed.  

 

In Nevada, existing law allows for sales tax exemption on new car purchases—an amount 

equal to the value of a used car being traded in. This bill seeks to apply the same type of tax 

exemption for a cell phone purchase when trading in a used cell phone. For example, a new 

cell phone is worth $1,000 and the used cell phone that is being traded in is worth $600. 

Assembly Bill 403 would subject only $400 of the transaction to sales and use taxes. This is a 

commonsense tax exemption that will complement existing retail and consumer practices and 

help ease the financial burden of purchasing a cell phone.  

 

Since voters approved the Sales and Use Tax Act of 1955 by referendum, the 

Nevada Constitution requires that any subsequent amendments of the act also be approved by 

referendum. Thus, A.B. 403 requires the submission of a question to the voters of the 

2026 General Election of whether the Sales and Use Tax Act of 1955 should be amended to 

provide a tax exemption on the trade-in value of the used portable electronic.  

 

Quite honestly, this is something Nevadans in 1955 could not have even planned or expected. 

By approving A.B. 403, the Legislature will not directly implement this tax exemption, but 

propose the tax exemption to the voters, who will ultimately decide. At this time, I would 

like to pass it to Ms. Olivia Spears with Asurion.  

 

Olivia Spears, Senior Staff Counsel, Government Affairs, Asurion: 

In case you are not familiar with us, Asurion is the world's largest tech services company. 

We are most known for our work repairing and replacing smartphones and other handheld 

devices, but we have expanded our business into repairing, replacing, and installing all 

consumer electronic devices. Additionally, we own the uBreakiFix stores that you may have 

seen here across the state. While we are based in Tennessee, Nevada continues to be an 
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important state for us. We have 125 employees here, a little under 750,000 subscribers, and 

8 retail stores.  

 

I am here before you today to testify in support of A.B. 403. This bill is simple and 

straightforward. It would allow Nevada consumers to pay sales tax on the difference between 

a new portable electronic device and the known value of a traded-in portable electronic 

device. Right now, Nevada is one of the few states whose tax law does not contemplate the 

value of a trade-in for the calculation of sales tax. Thus, consumers pay the same amount of 

sales tax when purchasing a new portable electronic device, regardless if that consumer 

traded in a device to make that purchase.  

 

This bill saves consumers money on devices that are essential to daily life; eliminates a 

tax burden, and thus benefits lower-income consumers; incentivizes further trade-in of 

electronics, which encourages retail spending and prevents products from ending up in 

landfills; and encourages business and spending within Nevada instead of going to 

neighboring or nearby states to save on that sales tax.  

 

As I mentioned earlier, Asurion owns several stores in this state, and this change would allow 

us to harmonize our operations across the country and scale up potential device sales to 

consumers in the future, while also making them more affordable for the customer. In 

summary, this bill is good for Nevada consumers, business, and the environment. We would 

appreciate your support on this bill and thank you for your time today. We stand ready for 

questions.  

 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett: 

Before we get into questions, I want to walk through the sections of the bill. Section 2 

requires at the General Election on November 3, 2026, a proposal to be submitted to voters to 

amend the Sales and Use Tax Act of 1955.  

 

Section 4 contains the proposed amended language of the Sales and Use Tax Act of 1955 to 

include the exemption from sales and use tax for the amount of any allowance against a 

selling price given by a retailer for the value of a used portable electronic, which is taken in 

trade on the purchase of another portable electronic. The section also requires the amount of 

the allowance to be stated separately on the sales receipt, and trade-in of the used portable 

electronic and the purchase of another portable electronic to occur as a single transaction in 

order for the tax exemption to apply.  

 

Section 5 contains the wording of the question as it will appear on the ballot. Section 6 

contains the explanation of the question as it will appear on sample ballots. Section 7 

provides that if voters approve the question at the 2026 General Election, the amendment to 

the Sales and Use Tax Act of 1955 becomes effective on January 1, 2027, then expires by 

limitation on December 31, 2050.  
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Finally, sections 10 through 13 amend the Local School Support Tax Law to provide an 

identical tax exemption and clarify the exemption will apply to all sales and use taxes 

currently contemplated under existing law.  

 

You will note we have submitted a proposed amendment [Exhibit L], and there is only one 

amendment to the bill. The amendment would additionally require the amount of the trade-in 

to be known and provided in full to the customer at the time of purchase in order for the 

tax exemption to apply. This language should be added to the proposed amended language of 

the Sales and Use Tax Act of 1955 in sections 2, 3, 12, and 13 of this bill. At this time, we 

are ready for any questions.  

 

Chair Backus: 

We, of course, were already debating what could be a portable electronic device. I noticed it 

is defined as an electronic device that is portable in nature and its accessory, so accessories 

could be earphones. 

 

Olivia Spears: 

It is more than just cell phones—I know we talked about the cell phone example—it could be 

computers, iPads, AirPods, it could be a variety of those things as well, because we have so 

many options these days.  

 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett: 

That would also be inclusive of—I think about walking into the Apple Store, which items 

I would trade in—my iPad, maybe a laptop, your watch, the electronic watch that is a 

trade-in. There are a lot of devices. I think this is helpful because you would want it to be 

encompassing of what technology looks like in the future. As I mentioned, I have not lived in 

a generation without cell phones, but I know that is not true for everyone in this room. That 

would allow, as time changes, for different devices to be captured in this, so that you do not 

have to come back with a referendum petition every single time.  

 

Chair Backus: 

Someone else has some questions, but I am going to circle back.  

 

Assemblymember Roth: 

Despite what seemingly everyone on this Committee thinks, I did grow up in a time when we 

did not have cell phones. My question is, has this been implemented in other states? If it has, 

in those states have we seen any measurable sustainability results from this?  

 

Olivia Spears: 

I would be happy to answer your question to the best of my abilities. Thirty-three other states 

have some sort of trade-in as part of their statutes. It looks different in every state. Some are 

broader than just electronics, some are narrow to that, as well. I think in Nevada also, you all 

have recognized motor vehicles for trade-ins, too, so there is some precedent for that. As for 

sustainability, I do not have the answer to that. I would be happy to look into it and circle 

back with the Committee if that would be helpful.  
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Chair Backus: 

If you could, that would be great.  

 

Assemblymember O'Neill: 

I was brought up at a time when there was one phone in the house, and it was attached to the 

wall with a very long cord. I do want to get to the definition because, you are right, I also 

used to have portable radios and I still buy a radio when I can, but the description you gave—

TVs, radios—you are talking about anything described as electronics; it is sold in an 

electronics store. Would that be an overgeneralization?  

 

Olivia Spears: 

It is electronics that are portable in nature, so I would say a TV is not necessarily portable in 

nature, but an iPad, phone, iPod, or any sort of computer or laptop that you can take with 

you. I actually saw someone trade in an iPod. I know a lot of people do not use them as much 

anymore, but I have seen that happen, too. Portable in nature is the focus in the definition for 

you to determine what products would fall under that category.  

 

Assemblymember O'Neill: 

A laptop I have here in front of me would be exempt, but I can connect it back in my office 

to a screen on my desk, or even a PC [personal computer]; it would not be subject to the 

exemption?  

 

Olivia Spears:  

I believe it would be the laptop because you can take it; it is portable in nature, whereas if 

you have a PC that is on your desk, you do not take that with you to a hearing or on the 

plane. That is my interpretation; it would just be any sort of electronic you can take with you. 

This is just for trade-in, so this is not an exemption from the sales tax code.  

 

I actually did this, as an example: I needed a new laptop, so I took one in, I traded it in, in a 

different state, and I only paid taxes on the difference of the trade-in value of that computer 

and the new one that I got. Whereas in Nevada, you would pay sales tax on just that new 

computer with no consideration for the trade-in value that you provided.  

 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett: 

There are also instances where maybe you trade in—last fall, I traded in a watch and an old 

iPad, and the value was actually higher than something, and I still had to pay the taxes on top 

of that. The new watch I purchased, it was zero in value, I still had to pay whatever the tax 

would have been if I had bought the watch brand-new.  

 

Assemblymember O'Neill: 

If I may say, I like the bill, I will tell you that. I just do not think somehow exempting the 

portable laptop—because I have traded in my PC at home several times over the years, that 

they would not qualify. There seems to be an inequity to me, but I do appreciate it. You are 

right; in the fifties, we never conceived what would be today, and it almost scares me what 

may be in 2050. 
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Assemblymember Considine: 

I think you sort of answered my question. Does it have to be the same type of thing? Does it 

have to be a laptop for laptop? You said you turned in a watch and something else; it is 

anything portable, so I could bring in a Switch for an iPhone. There is no ratio to it being 

anything consistent, it is just a portable item?  

 

Olivia Spears: 

No, I think it would be up to the retailer to determine what they are willing to accept. I think 

that would be the business practices of whoever is accepting that trade-in. I can tell you from 

my personal experience, when I lived this out, the item that I traded in actually was a 

computer and I got an iPad instead. It was technically a different product, if you will.  

 

Assemblymember Considine: 

Yes, that makes total sense, but if a retailer would accept one item that was portable that is 

significantly different than what I was purchasing, that would be up to the retailer. There is 

no one-for-one item.  

 

Olivia Spears: 

That is correct.  

 

Assemblymember Goulding: 

Why not take it to the next step, the logical conclusion? Why not every time you turn 

something in, you get a rebate? Why limit it to portable electronics? 

 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett:  

We could include every item, but the fiscal note would be very high, and I do not know if 

that is a good way for us to start. I think it is important for us to have this conversation. We 

have a record of doing it for single items. We have a history of that here in the state of 

Nevada, like we have done for vehicles. This is a way to expand that without being inclusive 

of every single thing you could possibly trade in in the entire state at any discount store or 

any pawn shop. We did not want to be so inclusive that it was inclusive of any type of retail 

practice. This is just limited to portable electronics, which are very common nowadays.  

 

Assemblymember Hafen: 

On your last note, I would support you if you wanted to include everything because I do 

think that is a great idea. If you are open to that amendment, we could talk about that offline. 

 

I want to talk about the actual language and the definition of "portable electronic." One of the 

things that has been brought to my attention by my constituents is when we excluded taxation 

on medical devices, one of the things we did not do was hearing aids. I am curious if your 

definition of portable electronics would then allow individuals with hearing aids to be able to 

trade their old hearing aids in for new ones and get the tax credit as well. 
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Jesse A. Wadhams, Attorney, Black & Wadhams Attorneys at Law: 

I think the answer to that question is a little bit of an unknown. I think it would be open to 

some level of legal interpretation as to whether or not the Department of Taxation or Legal 

here decided that was within the definition.  

 

Assemblymember Hafen: 

Then would it be the intent of the Assemblymember?  

 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett: 

The intent of this legislation is not to capture medical devices which should be inclusive of 

hearing aids. However, I am open to continuing this dialogue offline to see if that is a desire 

of this Committee; to be inclusive of those devices inadvertently left out in previous 

legislation.  

 

Assemblymember Gray: 

If you could include hearing aids, because they are not under Nevada current law and 

taxation; they are not considered medical devices. Contrary to the federal side, where they do 

consider durable medical devices, Nevada has chosen to go a different direction. I think that 

would be a win for those of us who have to use hearing aids.  

 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett: 

Appreciate that comment. I will continue this dialogue offline.  

 

Assemblymember Gallant: 

I am just going to echo that. I did not even think about hearing aids, but my mom is 81. We 

are now on two different sets of hearing aids in the last couple of years. She is on a fixed 

income, so it is up to our family to be supplemental. That might be really nice for the senior 

community to be able to have a little break, to be able to trade in those hearing aids. That is 

just my comment and happy to have more conversation offline.  

 

Assemblymember Nguyen: 

I came from the wireless industry, so I definitely understand Asurion and some of the intent 

behind this. I want to make sure I am doing my math right, and we will put this out in public 

record. For example, the intent of the bill is fully focused on portable electronics for 

everyday use like a cell phone, right? Right now, if I am trading my iPhone right here and 

I am going to go for a newer version, this is worth $500 and the new one costs $1,500. If 

I give this back in and get $500 value, but the new phone is $1,500, even though now I have 

to pay only $1,000, the taxes I would pay is on the $1,500. That is the current practice right 

now? 

 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett: 

Yes. 
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Chair Backus: 

I want to follow up before we go to testimony in support, opposition, or neutral. Do you have 

an estimate? I feel like right now, we could make so many different arguments regarding 

what electronic devices are that could be traded in, and, obviously, there is going to be a 

net loss to the State of Nevada. Has anyone—any state or local government—done any 

calculations as to what that lost revenue could be to the state or our county since it is sales 

tax? 

 

Olivia Spears: 

To be honest, it is a hard number to calculate because this is not an exemption from the sales 

tax, so you cannot say this is going to be a total loss of that sales tax, but it is going to be a 

little dip in that because it is an offset. I do not have a number to provide. I would be happy 

to work with the department if I can provide the information that is helpful in determining a 

number. If looking at other states is helpful, too, happy to do that as well.  

 

I just do not have a number to provide today because it is a hard number to determine; there 

are a lot of factors that play into it. I do not think it would be a substantial number because it 

is just a piece of that. It is not the whole number of that sales tax allotment, if you will.  

 

[Exhibit M was submitted but not discussed and will become part of the record.] 

 

Chair Backus: 

We can go ahead and move the presentation to support testimony. Is there anyone here in 

Carson City wishing to give testimony in support of Assembly Bill 403? 

 

Bryan Wachter, Senior Vice President, Government and Public Affairs, Retail 

Association of Nevada: 

We are in favor of A.B. 403. Not that it is very official, ma'am, but we took a crack at 

determining what we thought the anticipated income or lack of income would be for the state. 

We anticipate it to be $3.8 million in the next fiscal year and then $4 million in the fiscal year 

after that. We do think, though, this is going to actually encourage cell phone trade-ins and 

cell phone purchases. We do think some of the lost revenue is going to be made up for in 

encouraging folks to trade in their devices in order to be able to trade up.  

 

We think there is still a huge digital divide in Nevada. Three out of every ten Nevadans who 

are under $30,000 in annual income do not have access to a smartphone. These prices can be 

very big all at once, that tax especially. We think this will go a large way to being able to 

help them solve some of that digital-divide issue.  

 

We do want to highlight, we do think this is going to encourage getting at least some of these 

electronics out of landfills; it is going to encourage them to be put back into the supply chain. 

Those companies can do what they want; they can refurbish them, they can use them for 

parts, but they are not going to end up in our landfills if they are back in the supply chain. For 

all those reasons, we support the passage of the bill.  

 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV523M.pdf
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Chair Backus: 

We will go to Las Vegas. Is there anyone in Las Vegas wishing to give testimony in support 

of Assembly Bill 403? [There was no one.] Is there anyone on the phone lines wishing to 

give testimony in support of Assembly Bill 403? [There was no one.] We will move to 

testimony in opposition to Assembly Bill 403. Anyone wishing to give testimony in 

opposition to Assembly Bill 403? [There was no one.] We will move to neutral testimony. 

Anyone wishing to give testimony in neutral on Assembly Bill 403? [There was no one.] 

 

We will invite the bill sponsor back to the dais to give any closing remarks for 

Assembly Bill 403.  

 

Assemblymember Torres-Fossett: 

We will continue this dialogue before this bill gets to a work session.  

 

Chair Backus: 

We can go ahead and close the hearing on Assembly Bill 403 and move to our last item on 

our agenda this evening, which is public comment. Before we go to public comment, I did 

not know if the Honorable Knecht was listening tonight, but I also wish him a very speedy 

recovery and I meant to do that earlier.  

 

We will open public comment here in Carson City. Anyone wishing to give public comment 

here in Carson City? [There was no one.] We will go to Las Vegas. I do not see anyone 

wishing to give public comment this evening in Las Vegas. I feel like we have someone on 

the phone line. Hopefully they are wanting to give public comment this evening.  

 

Michael Ryan, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada: 

I had the pleasure of attending the rally on protecting women's sports on Friday, March 14. 

I am very proud of Lieutenant Governor Stavros Anthony's strong leadership and support in 

protecting women's sports in Nevada. Now, it is your turn to do the same.  

 

Protecting women's sports is a no-brainer. You are born a biological male or a biological 

female. If you are blessed with God-given ability to compete in sports at a high level, then 

you compete against biological males or biological females based on your God-given gender. 

Enough of this pathetic nonsense of granting a biological male permission to compete against 

biological females. This is wrong.  

 

It is disgusting that Democrat congressional representatives all voted against the Protection 

of Women and Girls in Sports Act of 2025. I can only guess they just voted along Democrat 

party lines so not to upset their congressional leadership. This is insane. Our elected Nevada 

Democrat congressional representatives in Washington are on the wrong side of history. 

They very well may not be reelected in 2026, as a result. Do not make the same mistake. 

Stand up to protect women's sports in Nevada by bringing Senate Bill 112 and 

Assembly Bill 240 to the floor for a hearing.  

 



Assembly Committee on Revenue 
March 20, 2025 
Page 24 
 

Stop allowing biological males in biological females' locker rooms. This is so disrespectful to 

biological females and places them in a very hostile environment. You have the power to 

stop it; do so. This is what your constituents want in Nevada. This is what America wants.  

 

Chair Backus: 

We will go ahead and close our hearing this evening. We are adjourned [at 5:29 p.m.]. 
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